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Educational Testing Service, the College Instructional Evaluation
Questionnaire (CITQ), produced by the Univercity of Arizona, and the
Instructional Development and Effectiveness Assessment (IDEA),
produced by Kansas State Usiversity. Information is provided on
student and faculty preferences, correlations among instruments and
scale scores, and content., The three instruments were administered to
426 students at 16 selected classes at Sam Houston State University.
SIR appeared to measure the differential components of teaching with
more clarity and was preferred by students and faculty over the other
two instruments. It alsc had the greatest amount of feedback
available. CIEQ was simpler to read, was shorter, and had fewer

, categories. IDEA, which seemed the most complex of the three, had"
many categories and much feedback, but was designed more for faculty

- development purposes than were the other two. Ifn terms of cost, SIR
was the most and CIEQ the least expensive. Since a high degree of
corralation was found among the instruments, a sinqle general factor
underlying student ratings of instruction seemed tc¢ exist. Brief
descriptions of each instrument are included. (SW)
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The evaluation of instruction/faculty by students has received - '“i
much attention in the past fENVyears. However, little attention '?
has been paid to the compaiison of the various rating instruments ‘;
 available. The present paper at;empts‘ﬁo compare three of the o »* §
most widely used instruments: The Student Instructional Report . R
(ETS), The College Instructional Report (University of Arizona). )
and The Instructional Effectiveness Assessment (Kansas State §
University). Student preferences, faculty preferences, :
correlatxons amnng 1nstruments and scale scores, and analyses of
content are reported ‘
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A COMFARISON OF THREE TEACHING EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS .
' A. JERRY BRUCE
SAM HOUSTON STATE UN:YSRSXTY
{(Paper from the Thirty~first Annual Convent ion
Ct the Soutniestetn ?sychologicai Associatrbn;.

April 20, 1985)

One of the sost trying prcblels facing college and
university administrators is that of facuity evaluation. As
serit pay aré other performance based épproacheé to faculty
salaries and other reusard systesms aée promoted, the problem
of evaluation bhecomes even more criticals Along with
tncreased evaluation, the role of academic evaluator bdecodes
sole vlsiﬁle. Most administrators are e;ger to have

avai lable aore objective means for decision making in this

tela.

Faculty perform a variety 6f functions sithin the
university and college community; they do research; they
‘pertora community service; they serve on varicus college
and university committees} and. they teache. The,lqst
qitticult function to measure is teaching. One university
admihistrator Mas once avethéard addressing his faculty on
thxé subject sayiny, *"Teaching is by tar‘the most ‘important
task you perform at the university, but we cannot Qeasu:e
1t; theretore, your promotions, salaries, etc. uwill be
determined hy something we can.measure, your research and
publication records.™ Une is reminded of the story of the
young boy searching for his lost coin one night under a
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street ltyhte. X passerby stopped io gtve assistance and
questioned the lad about where the coin was lost. The bdoy
pointed 1nto 4 dark alley some distance away. The surprised
Samaritan asked the boy why he was locx;ng here under the
street light g514§ fact the coin was lost there in the
alley. The young philosopher replied to the obviously less

intelliyent adult, “The light is better here.®

Many apprcaches have been used in attempting to measure
teachinj, but by far the most widely used method is that of
student evaluations (Centra, 1979). Student evaluation of
faculty performdance is not aluways popular on college

campuses, but it is a reality and it is, as the research

tends to show (Centra, 1979), the nbst reliable of the

sethod available and, perhaps, possesses the fewest severe

side etfects.

In developiny a3 program of student evaluation of
taculty performance, one of the obvious problems is that of
choosiny an instrument. As Milton et al. {1978) points gut
cne should not caSually produce a hone-ade device and
quickly introduce it for the purpose ot aaking important
cecisions. There are many standardized tﬁstrunents
avallable so why reinvent the wheel? Houwever, the
administrator must decide which one of the nan} available
instruments is best for his/her pufﬁase. The present report

relates sose data hopefull; relevant to this point.
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Method |

The present research compares thtee‘ot the most widely
used (Centra, 1979, L. M. Aleamoni, personal
communication, May, 1983) instrusents for student evaluation
of taculty: The Student Instructionai Repart: (SIR) produced
by Educational Testing Service, The College Instructional
Evaluation duestionnai:e (CIEQ) produced by the University
of Arizona, and The insttuctienal Development and
Effec;ivepess Assessment (IDEA) produced by Kansas State
University. These three instruments uere adsinistered to
select classes during a summer session at Sas Houston State

Universitye.
Subjectse.

There were 16 classes involved in the admiaistration ot
the tnrée instrussnts, a total of 426 students. Tne classes
wefe Sselected in an atteaspt to represent a cross—-section of-
the university population. The following cr: :ria «ere |

Lsed:
i, At least one class from the following leveis:
(a) Lower level required class of 30 to S50.
(b) Lower ievel lectute class no? required of 30 to 50,
{¢)} Lower level lectures/lab class of 20 teo 50.

{d) Upper level lacture class ot 20 to 40.
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{e) Upper leve; non-lecture course of ld‘to 30.
(£) Master®s level class of 7 to 20.
(g) Doctoral level class of 5 to 10.

2. At least one course from each college within the

‘university®s orgyanizational stcucture.

3. No class of less than 5.
4. Class tauyght by full-tise regular faculty.
Instruments. ©

SIRe The SIR instrument is a 39 item questionnaire.
In addition it cohtains a space for five itels‘selected by
the local faculty member. The iteas cover a wide iatiety ot
toplcs: course organization and planning, faculty/student
interaction, cuaminication, course diffticulty and workiocad,
textbooks and readings, tests and exams, overall
evaluations, student and course descriptive iteas, local
cptions items, and miscellaneous. .« 22z is given from
Educational Testing Service by percent responding t,» each
itéa, 1tem means, percentile equivalent of means, and scores
{(percenttiles and_factor scores) on six tactor scores (Table
1) these tactor scores aré based on previously identified
tactors from factor analysis (Centra, 1973). Coamparative
cata for more than 30 academic disciplines, various class
sizZzes, schocol size, Levél of class, and type of cidss are

available separately.
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CilEG. The CIEQ instrument contains 21 standard iteas
plus seven opgnended yuestions on the reverse side of the
fora. The items cover a wWide variety of topics ds can be
saen in Taﬁle l. Feedback is given in the propertion and
irequency of resgonses, means, and standard deviations on
each of the 21 items. Scores are also given for five scales
scores plus a total. These scales are nased_on previously
tdentitied factors from factor analytical research
(Aleamoni, 1978). In addition there are several scores
given for the scales and total songéring the individual
taculty sember’s gvaiuatian with other faculty evaluations

itom similar coursese.

IDEA. The IDEA form contains 39 numbered stateaments
and seven lettered statesents. The instructor also has the
option ot including up to five additional items of his/her
cheosing. The statements are grouped intoc sections labeled
the instructor, proj;ress on {(the student is asked to campare
his/her progress in this course to other courses bdeing
taken),tthe course, self-rating, and the respondent
characteristics. Feedback is presented to'the iiistructor by
subject matter aasteiy, developéent of geheral skills and
fersoual development;i.e., how much progress the studehts
have made in these areas. (ther sections present
descriptions of the course, the student”’s self rating, the
teaching methods used, a section for additional guestions,
and finally a diagnostic summatye. Scores are ptésented as

trequencies of the five-point rating scale, means, a

6 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

P N . . N D e L o vemt o ow omee wew -

- t 7



Page o

cifference score and a translation (high, high average,
average, low averaje- low). The diagnostic sun;ary is

presented with scores on teaching setheds most needing

~attention. The tactor scores are presented in the suamary

protile and contain the seven categories presented in Table

le

Procedure.

!

Each student completed all evaluation forams ( SIR, CIEQ,
IDEA, anc the briet preference questionnaire) in the same
class periode £Each class was given a ptdétetnined seyuence

of administration for the three instruments. These

_sequences of administration were randomly selacted by the

exgerimenter to control for.order of administratione.
Results and Discussion
Guestlonnagire Correlations.

Using tne.IDEA overall evaluaticn -score, the CIEQ total
score, and a composite score derived from iteas 38 and 39
trom SIR, Spearman rank-order cattelat;onqcoefficients Were
calculated. The resuits (see Table 2) were across the boara
extremely highe If one is using the test for‘evaluation'dna
an overall #ccre is needed, all three tests seem to do the
Job equally well or poorly. If one desires information for
taculty development pur,oses then the SIR seems to this

wlfiter pore appropriate.
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The correlations between the various'fabtat scora;lon
the test uwere alsc of iﬂterest. The Spearman rank-order
correlations betwsen the seven factor scores‘on the IDEA
ranged froa .56 to .91 (see Table 3). If the eka:s factor
scote is éliainated'the'louest correlation is «72. One
siyght argue that tne‘tactct scores add little information orx
that good teachers are gaod on all accounts and vise versa.
Gn the six factor scores of the CIEQ the same can b2 said
(see Tabie 4). The lowest correlation was .81. The SIR on
the other hand had factor scores fhat correlated at auch
lower levels with themselves (see Table 5), the louest
correlation being .16 and the highest .90, eliminating the
compgsite score tné range was .16 to .70 The SIR
text/reading score wWas not tepcgted in a majority of the
cases. 1this scofe'is a conposite of itemas 32 and 33, 33
asking the students to fate the readings. Many of the
classes cid not have readingys other than the text;
thecretore, the score could not be calculated. 1t «ould
appear that the separate ﬁeaéuces are measuring different

elementse.

Cosgparing the factor scores of the three tnstruments is
somewhat Jifficult since each instruament has a different set
af‘tactot scorese. Review of the evaiuation literature by
Centra (1972) revealed three common factors in aost
instrusents: UJrganization or structure, teachiig skills or
communication, and student rapport or empathy. There was a

possible fourth tactor, student effort or involvemwent. It
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is di;ticulty to 1dgptxfy these factors tn the three

. instruments being reported here. M\evertheless, cosparison
of the CIEQ tactor scores with factor scores of the IDEA
revealed a remarkable deyree of similarity (see Table é).
The correlations ranyged trom .75 betuween CIEQ métnad and.
IDEA overall to .95 between CIEQ total and IDEA creating
enthysaism. The correlation betseen the SIR and the other
two questicnnaires were much more varied (see Tables 7 and
8), SIR/CIEQ ranging from .35 to .94 and SIR/IDEA from .35
to .92« It seems rather clear froa these results that the
SIR comes closer to differeatiating characteristics than the

other tuoe.

i “\

The hiyh degree of correlation among these instruments
suygests the exiStence of a sinyle general factor underlying

~ student ratings of instruction.

Facuity/Student Preferences.

14

The 16 taculty and 426 students sere admsinistered a
brief questionnaire. Of the 16 faculty only 10 returned
their totms for a retu:ﬁ rate-of 62.5%. Of the 426

tudents, 332 returned the que;tionnai:e for a return rate
of 77.9%. In the questionnaire the sub3jects nere‘asxed
sfiich of the instrumgnts they preferred, which they
considered least difticult for the students tu complete ond
understand, which provided the¢ soundest judgement of faculty
eftorts, and finally, go the faéufty only, which provided

the best informdtion for faculty evaluation and development.
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Froa both student and faculty the SIR was rated to be

. 1 .
supertor and the IDEA was rated lowest (see Table 9). These
fatings suggest a yreater face validity for the SIR and that

taculty &né students see it as more useful.

Content tvaluation.

-

&

On all three yuestionnaires there seemed to dDe a

balanced attempt to egualize the iteams directly related to

‘the instructor with the items directly related to the course

content., Questions on examinations were found in the SIR
éna IDEA but on the CIEQ the only exam question mas an
cpene?aea items on the back éf the questionnaire. Specific
qQuestions on the textbaok,‘teadings;pand laboratories were
tound on the SIR but only implied in the IDEA and only in

<
the openended items of the CIEQ.

The CIEQ Juestions sere simpler and shorter. The
daverage number of words per questions were 7.81 for the

CIEd, 10.21 for the SIR, and 9.83 for the IDFA.

Each of the three contained itess that greatly
cverlaped and each had itess that uwere &nléue to it;

however, the IDEA contained soms of the more interesting

unique itess, e.g., "I have given thoughtful consideration

to the questions un this form,"™ “How well did the questions
on this form Qernit you to'describe your impressions of the
:nsttuctOt?and course?" and "For how many courses have you

tilled out this form during the present term?"
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- One other cénsidefation bt cqnignt regarded the
quga{i%n of student acquiescent tendencies, a well known
céhstderation in gquestionnaire construction. A yood
questtoq?aire should have a balance of yves/noc responses sa‘ “, to.
that yeééand no both will be used to_indicate a positive
evaluation of fhe persoit or concept under consideraticn.
The SIK, in order to indicate that the instructor did a good .
Job, only in tio cases was the respondent required to
indicate no; on the IDEA four times; but on the CIEQ 11
tises. The CIEQ #as the cnly instrument that sericusiy

attenpted to balance the yes!hc feponses.

Conclusion

<. o

<

It ts difficult to;de which of these guestionnaires
would be best for a specific situztion without examining
caretuily the needs of. that specific situation.
ﬂevertheless, one miyht say that the S;ésappeated L0 measure
the dztteren(xal components of teaching with more clarity,
tne_sf« aas‘;refetred by students‘énd técuity over‘tne.atne: .
two instruments, and the SIR had the qfeatest amsount of
teedback avastlable. 0n the otﬁef hand the CIEQ was siegpler
to read, it wds shorter, and it had fewer caiegcries.‘ The
IDEA seemedl the mcst complex of the three. IDEA had a
sultitude of Categyories of itess and feedback, but it Was \¥—_

cesi n more for the putypose of faculty development Sg:haps

than the other tuoe.
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One last point, the issue of cost, on this the SIR won
*going away.® The SIR was much more expensive than the olher

two instruments, The CIEQ was the cheapest.

. The evaluation of teaching is nét an easy task. As
- . Tucker (1984) says, “The art of evaluating the performance
'of :aculty?sengetE is not that well developed™ (p. 151).
_ But it is an important task and one that needs increasing
N effort froa the research community. This report is meager
and filled with many problems but it {s a atteapt to begin

the evaluation of the available instruments.

-

h
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TABLE 1. ° |
CCNPARISON GF EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS® SUBSCORES

SIR ) Faculty/student interaction
Comaunications
Téats, eX;lS; textbook, and readings
Course orgyanization and planninq«
Course difficulty and <orkload N
Student interest

Qverall

L

!

CIEQ General attitude
Method (of instruction)
Content
Interest
Instructor

Total

.

IDEA - | Gutcones

| Jverall evaléation
Would like instructor again *;.u
Improved attitude toward field

Method
lnvolving students
' Communicating content and purpose

Creating enthusiass

Preparing examinatjions
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TABLE 2
COMPARISCN OF OVERALL EVALUATIONS ON CIEQ, IDEA, SIR
| CIEQ IDEA SIR
CIEQ - |
SIR. .94 .88 -
o
3
)
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TABLE 3

IDEA SUBSCORE CORRELATIONS

CUTCCMKE
overali
"would like instructor again

‘ iaproved attitude toua:d,gie;d

"~ METHOD

invelving students
comsunication of content & purpose
VCteating eitthusaiss

preparing exams

R Y

-

¥

72
74

.86

» 86
- 86
«70

-91

«81
«80

68

=64
77
78
«56

«83

92

.82

-81
71

«70




TABLE 4

CIEQ SUBSCCRE CORRELATIONS

;. General attitude -
Hafhcd 83
Content 81
Interest | 94

Instructor «82

Total .92

8%
«82
- 88
«93

«85
83
-88
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TABLE 5 .
SIR SUBSCORE CORRELATIONS | E

Course orgyanization & planning -
Faculty/student tnteraction .58 -
gomnﬁnica;ion 0 e29 .70 e= ‘ -
Course difticulty & workload .33 .58 .39 =- N
Textbook & readingys -— .- - - = N
Test & exass . «565 «59 26 ol == -

Overall score e54 .90 o83 .43 == .69 ==

18




- TABLE 6
CIEQ/IDEA SUBSCORE COMPARISONS

general
attitude content instructor
me thod fnterest total
CUTCOME - |
overall | e88 75 .92 .90 .82 .89
would like instructor again <81 .98 .81 .84 .91 .93 .
improved attitude toward field <86 .89 .80 .82 .81 .86 :
NETHCD ” ;
involving ctudents <79 .82 .85 .87 .87 .91 E

comsunication of content & purpose <76 84 90 78 .80 .85

creating enthusaiss «87 «88 e84 «94 «950 «95
pregaring exms «69 15 77 «63 «80 «80
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 7
'ICEA/SIK SUBSCORE CORRELATIONS

course | _ overall
\ oryanization text & score
~ & planning communication readings i
| . taculty/s course tests ok
student difficulty & exams I
interaction & sorkload B
CUTCOME ‘ o o
0“3!61‘1 ) «37 73 o4l 43 - «60
Would like instructor again ¢T3 7T 67 52 == 57
improved attitude toward field «63 57 «43 52 - «52
METHOD .
involving students : «45 «91 e 77 . <47 == <57
communicattion ot content & purpose .55_ P «50 «57 - «062
creating enthusaisn ST 79 - 465 035 == 55
pregaring exaas 51 «92 « 60 «48 - {66 .
N
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TABLE 8

CIEQ/SIR SUBSCCRE CORRELATIONS

method interest total

Jjeneral

attitude content instructe:
course otgyanization § plainning .42 «69 952 «47 .71 «59
taculty/student interaction «63 81 «80 - 68 .88_ « 85
communication 51 56 ..53 | 59 59 .62
course difticulty & workload e 40 58 «46 .35 .53 «56
textdock & readinys - - - -~ - -
tests & exans ¢33 <61 .75 .59 .56 .57
.overall score «86 .84 .87 L83 .90 .94
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FACULTY/STUDEXT OPINION QUESTIUNNATRE RESULTS

Questions

prefer

least difficult for
student to:

conp lete

understand

allowecd the student
to provide scundest
judgenment

provides inforsation
necessairy for faculty:

evaluation

develogment

TABLE 9

students

faculty

students

faculty

students

faculty

students

faculty

faculty

-faculty n

L

n
L]

®: b

L B

[~

» 3

CIEQ

3
(30.0)

76

'(22‘9’

1
(10.0)

L2
(21.4;

1
(10.0)

66
(19.9)

3
(30.0)

95 -
(28.7)

3

(30.0)

2
{20.0)

seST COPY AVAILABLE
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IDEA
0
(0.0)

37
(11.2)

(10.0)
16
{4.9)
(0.0)

16
(4.9)

0
(0.9

41
(12.4)

0

(0.0)

1
(10.0)

SIR Difference

6

(60.0)

189
(57.0)

7
(70.02

196
(59.1)

. 6 .
(60.90)

191
(57.6)

6
(60.0)

154

(46.4)

5

(50.0)

4
(40.0)

1
(10.0)

30
(S-1)

1
(10.0)

49
(14.8)

3
(30.0)

59
(17.8)

1
(10.0)

42
(12.7)

(20.0)

(30.0)




